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Class

Slzed
Reductlon
Lessons Learned
from Experlence

: '.New federal class size - .
_reductlon (CSR) proposals have

B - further fueled a growing"

national interest in this

approach to boostlng student

“achievement. CSR is readlly

understood and appeals to-

"common sense. Many see it as’
-a means of send1ng dollars

d1rect1y to the classroom rather.

“than to the bureaucracy Itis
i enormously popular a factor |
‘that makes it-an attractive and

pohtlcally V1ab1e pohcy option:

At th1s wrltlng, at least half the

states and a number of school

~_districts have enacted or are

considering some for_rn of CSR.

Though researchers continue Ito _debate_the Iss_ue; -
- wide_-agree,'ment exists _that-the critical question is.not
* wheéther class size can make a differencé in student”
E achlevement, but how and under what C|rcumstances

_ It does Hnghly reIated are questlons of CSR‘s costs

Do, they outwelgh its- benef‘ts’ Are other aIternatlves C

e more cost effectlve’ Fmally. for those deslgnlng CSR

- policies, _espeC|aIIy ona large scale, many questlons »

must be addressed about ‘the implementatlon trade-

‘offs of d|ffermg pohcy options afid how these may

’ affect student outcomes

- This brief addresses ‘each of these concerns.' drawing .
-from the experiences of a number of states and dis- A
. tricts with some track record |mplement|ng CSR.. It
"7 starts from the posmon that class size reductlon is .
~ not a silver buIIet or-an end in |tself Rather, CSR is

one approach that has been shown effective in reach- o

*ing.the real goaI improved early Iearnlng Success :

A " _depends on getting the numbers dowri and.on pohcnes

that support schools ability to take advantage of the

oo opportunities CSR presents.

‘Effe_ct :o,n.-Student Achievem_eh’t". -
1 ° Do smaII classes in and
of themselves affect student Iearnmg7

: “Yes is the answer that emerged from Pro;ect STAR

the largest,- Iongest-lastlng. and most controlled study

" to date on class size.: After decades of lnconcluswe S

-research on small cIasses, STAR wis able to show
definitively what parents and teachers have long :

“believed: that bringing class size down in the primary
. grades in and of itself has positive- effects .of 'student
C achlevement in all- subject areas (box. P- 7). STAR‘
. .smaII cIasses had 12-17 'students, whlle the- control

- .“Iarge group had.22-26. Chlldren who galned most . -

from smaller classes’ were minority students and

: those-in inner-city schools...And the benefits I_asted, at oo
.. least th'rough.7t_h grade. Several recent smaller studies -
) generally support STAR's ﬁndings, notably in-termis of I
: _gains for. urban minority students. (See #9.) R



The question is not
whether class size
' can make a difference

"but how and under

what circumstances
it does.
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sion of: sngnlfcant additional resources.

: o Wha.t'cdnditions_are critical =
to ‘achieving the small—c’l.ass effect?

- In Prolect STAR Tennessee schools were “Iaborato—
'rles for class size research. Certain conditions pre-
'valled wnthout which the posntlve effects of small
classes may not occur. Chlef-amo_ng those conditions

are:

- Adequate suppl.y. of good teachers. No organizatiopal

arrangement, including small class size, can compen--

_sate for poor teaching In Tennessee, all STAR teach-

‘ers were state certif'ed and

| qualified to teach in their:

| assigned grades. Even among
the small classes, some
teachers were more effec-
tive than others; researchers
have yet to study what may
have caused these differ- -
ences.

‘Sufficient classroom space. STAR’s participating
“schools had no problem finding appropriate space to
_create enough classrooms for the reduction in num-

bers of students per teacher.'

A representatlve student mix in each class. In STAR the
~ mixture of students in the class was' determined at -

random and so mirrored- the diversity in- the school_ as
a-whole. Research has not revealed what would hap-

.pen if, for example, 17 pupils with learning or behav- .
ior problems were assigned to a small class. In such a -
case, positive effects are less Ilkely ‘without. the |nfu- o

Teacher qccess to adequaté materials and services. STAR

- teachers had no change in the materials and services:

normally available to them. Small- and regular-class .
teachers-had access to reading specialists, school psy-
chologists, special education programs (although there

-is evudence that the need for these services was

reduced), and other: schoolwide services. Small classes

were not intended to serve as a substitute for other
N programs with' demonstrated efﬁcacy (mcluding bllln-

gual programs)

3 What do we know about why
small cIasses are academlcally benefc:al7

' As classes shrink' other possibilities grow. Specifically,’
some studies- have found that small classes allow
_teachers to spend more time on instruction and less on -

classroom management. One such study from Australia
also suggested that smaller classes allow more — and
more protracted — interaction between teachers and.

‘. individual students. I Limited observations of 52 of
STAR's 2nd grade classrooms showed that teachers -
_could better monitor student reading progress and

" were more consistent in managing behavior.2

: Lil_<ewise, obseri/ations of smaII_ and regular, classes in
‘North Carolina discovered more “on-task events”

" and fewer ¢ |nst|tut|ona| events” (e.g., dlscnplinary or
_ organlzational) in the small cIasses.3

In California, which began shr|nk|ng primar‘y-grade ’

~ classes in 1996, teachers surveyed in a preliminary
+ study report that they are using more small-group

instruction and better assessment technlques.4 They '
also say they can cover the curriculum faster and in
greater depth. The study also supports STAR fi indings.

that students in small classes are more motivated. In a

STAR follow-up questionnaire, 4th grade teachers
rated students from-small classes much higher than
their Iarge-class counterparts on effort (e. g pays

-attention in class; complef:es assignments; works weII

with other-children) and initiative takirig (e.g., does. '
more than just the assigned work; asks questions to

~.get more information). Small-class students, they said;
‘were far less apt to be disruptive,. passive, or wtthdrawn 5

Given the high stability of behaviors such as these

- over the years, it may be that both the immediate

and Iong-term benefts of smaII classes occur because
students are better engaged

: 4_. '.Ho]w's'r_'nall is smallgen'ou_-gh'?

No one knows what the opt|maI class size is. Many -
statés and districts are currently shrinking classes to
20 or 18.6 STAR researchers continue to analyze the *
questlon, but can only say at this pount that the
greater | the class size beyond 17, the less the likeli-
hood that the outcomes will be as positive Earlier

: _research suggested that the most dramati¢ gains
accrue when’ class size shrlnks to 15 or below. 7

Another unknown is the academic influence of the



.“drop factor, ie. the magn|tude of the drop in cIass

L

_size. For example, a. drop from 30 to 18is cIearly
more dramatac (and expenswe) than. a drop from. 22

. to 18. Whether it makes, a greater d|fference in stu-

dent Iearnlng is unclear

5 Can smaII cIass features

create a smaII cIass enV|ronment7

4

Whlle some suggest that usmg group|ng strategles in’

“large classes can help create a small-class enwron- -
" ment, Prolect STAR found that the defnlng feature of
- © success is smaIlneSS |tself STAR analysts conclude e .
+ that onIy smaIIness reduces the number of |nst|tut|on-»‘-
- al events, creates an enwronment in wh|ch every stu-. '
- dent becomes engaged in Iearning, and alIows the _' s

- teacher to attend to’ every student Not addressed- by
‘STAR are var|at|ons on reducmg cIass size aII day i |n
aIl cIasses — for example pIacmg Students in. smaII

" Classes for part of the day for sub[ects stich as readlng
" and. math whlle havmg Iarger groups for PE or art.

(See #9) c w

. 6 For how Iong do e
students need: to be in smali cIasses
to gam the Iastmg benefts7 .

-

- No.one knows The STAR research as weII asa 5

smaIIer study done i ln ‘North. Caro||na8

* the'main benefits occur in the frst year a student is |n'

" — after that Economist Alan Krueger says a possuble
explanataon is that attendlng a smaII class-in the Iower,' )

grades may confer-a one-tlme schooI souahzaﬂon

. effect” that permanently raises the Ievel of student

achlevement ? Others surm|se that successive years

' researchers as yet cannot say whether one year of:

smaII classés may be just as effect|ve as ‘three or four
.and, if so, which age or grade level should be the
focus STAR data are currently belng re- analyzed to

, answer these questlons -

QL
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em|c galns, some fesearch suggests that smaII classes L

- The issue is further compll-".;.' '
suggest that cated: by questlons of social
‘ . ."prlormes I CSR is deemed.' .
- a small cIass -and are sustalned — ar increase s||ght|y L important for the next gen-
'-eratlon of students, how *
-much is too much to spend’

" "More specn‘"cally. how" much

o "Callfornla s “bold ‘stroke’

L appeal may hoId sway.

5 : .

Costs.and Benefits -

. lZ i Is ;':cfs'.R ' Wo'-rth-- fihjq | ic_'oszf?"

Whether CSR is cost-effectlve is a matter of much

' debate One problem is that aIthough cost |ngred|ents
.can be falrly rellably calculated (see #8) quantlfylng

be :dentifed and used in Iarge classes to 'benefts is more complex Con5|der that the effects

on. readmg may be dlfferent from those_on math for

o '-example, or that effects may dlffer from one student
populatlon to another H) '

'Some argue that in the long run, potent:al benefts
"may offset costs In add|t|on to across the-board acad- -

Ain the perary grades begm students on a path that " o . L _. ,:__: .
g ‘reduces the need for speCIaI educatlon grade reten- S v
 tions. or. d|SC|pI|nary measures and increases the Ilkeh- A .
hood of high schooI graduatlon i Such outcomes e
- translate into reaI savmgs '

) To date, there are few well controlled studles that e o
_ '_-compare one |ntervent|on with" another. That makes |t e e T
E dlffcult for pohcymakers to welgh an |nvestment in*’ i )
. CSR agalnst spendmg on alternatwes ‘suchas peer o .
© tutoring, profeSSIonaI development or computer- ) '
" assisted |nstruct|on that. have been shown effectlve "

(though not in large scale, randomlzed experlments

' _- ':such as STAR)..

How much academic
improvement is

enough to justify a

given expenditUre?

. academ|c |mprovement is enough to. ]ustlfy a glven

C Aexpendlture7 And CSR’s popularity adds yet. another .
of smaIl cIasses ‘may have heIped sustain "the gains. But o '

d|men5|on to the ‘debate: poI|t|caI v1ab|l|ty As - S
Congress bogged down in partlsan arguments Iast e

o year over school reform and hational testmg, '

of CSR had the backing of

. educators, Democrats Repubhcans, unions,. and tax-
payers. 12. For pollcymakers convmced of CSR’s bene-

“fits'but concerned about its costs, thls WIdespread

-

Economuc analyses of CSR's worth may have confused
the |ssue rather than prowdlng answers, Ecoanlsts ' ' _ -
e ST O ) ) '_: . 3 Briel .




have debated whether there isa relatlonshlp between. |

- class size .andstudent learnmg (Among them,

"Hanushek concludes there is. no relationship; others, R
" eg, Hedges et al;and Wengllnsky, disagree. 13y Buit in -

© fact, such studues have looked at pupilteacher ratio -
rather than actual class slze and the tWwo aré not the
: same ’ ) :

rPupiI-teacherfratio is' the number of students in a

" school or"dis'trict compared to the riumber of teach- e

ing. professwnals In an urban dlStr‘lCt whrch may
employ a number of pari-time. professuonals such as’

-;Tltle | and. speC|al educatlon teachers or readlng spe-
: _'c|al|sts, that ratio may be 15:1 or lower though each .

: regular class with its own teacher ‘may. contaln 30, or

R more children. In’ STAR other small—class research

. and |n state CSR initiatives dlscussed in this brlef

small classes” has meant the number of puplls actu- o

' ally in. classrooms

G o, How much does CSR typ:cally cost7

) _Calculatlng the cost. of a statewnde CSR program ln- .

14-

;. volves consnderlng a: number of mgredlents, mclud-

ing: - -

@ Initial average class size. The larger the drop to
small " the greater the cost :

B li?l Whether there |s a r|g|d cap or ﬂexnbullty in. the o

. number of students per teacher. A rigid ¢ap wnll
. |ncrease the cost by decreasnng the fi nal average cIass

e '_lng below the- cap S

‘ El The?cost'-of teachers hired
| for CSR."This depends on the -
salary | scale of each' d|str|ct and.

/| ers hired. Teacher costs W|ll

o lncrease with' timie as teachers .
move up ‘the salary ladder. And
costs of teacher support may need

to be factored in. (See Calrfornla
example that follows and #IO) '

lIl The cost of facllmes for prov:dlng new class-
'rooms.

El Added operatlonal costs such as costs for utllltIES“

- and for custodlal and clerlcal services when a once-
_closed school is.re- opened '
- D Potentlal cost offsets, eg. due to less grade '

. retentlon (See #7) ' -

. _',As an example, costs in Callforma have played outas
- follows:. U - o

l Operatlons Some $77l mllllon allocated the first
year covered |ncent|ve fundlng of $650. (smce r'a|sed '
. to $800) for each. prlmary grade student in'a. class of ':';*_

" no more ‘than 20. Actual per-pup|l costs varied by dis-: - .
" trict from $0 to $l,000 Actual class s:zes are about

19:1.to ensure remalmng under the cap— and such
hedglng increases ¢osts by as much as 2l percent f

. the class size averaged 20, per- pupll costs for the

_-avérage district would be $630 accordlng to the' .
‘Leglslatjve Analystf who estlmates a long-run per—pupll'
" cost of about $1, 020 (in current doIlars) ora . -

,statewnde annual total of at least $I 3 billion. ; L

B - Fac:lmes The state allocated $200 mnlllon the. f rst -
_year Actual expendltures were about $500 mllllon, _
though many ‘schools merely reconfgured existing.- "~
space. The’ average fi rst-year cost of $28,000 per new.
S classroom 1umps to an esumated $73 000 for com- o
pletmg K=3 reductions, since. districts must now pur-
" chase portables or-build. Agaln the rigid cap——— L

rather than. an average of 20 — sngnuf cantly. mcreases
costs -

" 'I' Sta develo ment Under Calufornlas le |slat|on
' slze Schools will keep numbers down to ensure stay- ﬁ p 8

dlStI"ICtS must use’ exnstlng funds to provade staff devel- o

g \.opment specnf‘ c. to smaller classes (“Staff develop-

ment” here encompasses hot only inservice but also

- — dé facto — _preservice development for teachers
- h|red on emergency permlts) No dlStr‘ICt spendmg

: estlmates are avallable, but wnth so man inex erl-
the: ekperlence leveI of the teach- e y-Inexp

enced and/or uncredentlaled teachers (see box p 9)

.the need for support is great

<

. i 99 Are there ways 0 .
- ‘contaih_the c.ost_s.of re_du_cin_g cldss siZe? e

,.-.' Hurlng more teachers and creatmg more classrooms |s_'_'
" an expensive way to galn the. benef‘ts of ‘smaller class-

es. Alternatlve ways of fundlng CSR can help contaln
the costs These mclude ’

R A v e Providod by ERIC



’.Targeting tlhe resources The |nvestment can be

. dnrected to schools that .need. it most — for example, :

- those serving poor and/or minority. students After .

".'studylng whether CSR’s beriefits: could be gained at’ a

: Iower cost economlst Allan Odden’ recommended o

" reducmg cIass size for students achleVIng below grade S

: level ‘and’ comblmng |nd|V|dual tutoring wnth classes
‘ .'_'reduced to 15 students for Ianguage arts—readnng

:-"1nstruct|on IS He also- proposed coupllng small classes K

. wnth a “Iarger, comprehensnve set of strategies’”

"shown to. be effectlve for Iow-lncome, ethnlc, and Ian- _

: .»guage mmorlty students

Wrsconsm s Student Ach|evement Guarantee in.
.. Educition (SAGE) chose this tack. SAGE targets pr|-
. 'mary-grade chlldren who Inye in poverty It prov1des
kS up to $2000 extra dollars- per low-income student in .

' _part|C|pat|ng classrooms at 30 schools Besudes mann-

“taining.a. I5 I ratlo, SAGE requnres its- schools to”
|mpIement a rlgorous academlc currlculum prov1de -

g -'before- and after-school actrvntles, and |mplement pro- -

fessnonal development and accountablllty pIans A-

fi rst-year evaluation showed SAGE students perform- .

ing sngmf cantly better than a comparnson group in

o read|ng, language. arts,’ and math 16 Afrlcan Amer|can L

- males, in particular seemed to beneft

K

_goals Pohcnes can set’ CSR goaIs as'a means. of
|mprovmg achlevement, then encourage Iocal creat|v--

'|ty in reachmg those goals. Schools €an comblne new o
fundlhg witha reallocatlon of eX|st|ng funds as well- as . -

: '...'Polucy Chmces and dee @ffs g

B 're-thlnk schedules to’ devise an .array of smaIl-cIass '
: arrangements. Approaches belng tried lnclude

‘-:Redlstnbutmg resources A number of dlstrlcts or.

U schools haVe re examlned all.available resourCes wuth R

: V.'.'-'an eye on f‘ndlng ways to apply funds to CSR Tntle N

"funds have bec0me one, common means ‘of reducmg

__class sizes in hlgh poverty schools Two examples L
from North Carolina-are Oak Hill Elementary in

- Guilford County, ‘which has. reduced class sizes in K—.Z.

_vfrom 23 t0'i5,!7 and Hlllcrest Elementary in Burke
County, whlch in. I99I began usmg T|tIe | funds’tor-

'..reduce grades |-3 to I5 as part of a countywnde CSR-".__'

-'mltlatlve S

-Burke County has defrayed CSR s costs by usmg state T
L . The two key mfrastructure pJeces are teachmg and
. dollars for full-time teacher aSS|stants to fund’ regular :
: e f‘acnlltles, and each has |ts own. set of quest|ons

teachmg posntlons |nstead State funds g|ven to Burke
* as'a “low-wealth” county haVe been applled to the

. "[MC

- rllurm«unmc

: K—S school had 23 teachlng posntlons plus two :

i and re: defnlng -roles;; the

_'school "found f‘ ive-éxtra °
. teacher posmons to use for |ts
' __"CSR |n|t|at|ve '
‘ __.-classes One var|at|on is parallel block schedullng

. groups Another varlatlon is the Oak Park Ptan,

Allowmg focal ﬂexnbmty in attammg smallere-class -'

T CSR |n|t|at|ve as well SchooIs m other parts of the
state, such as Draper Elementary in Rockmgham
County, have adopted a whole school approach to .
~reduce cIasses to approxnmately I3 |n grades i-4. The o N

teacher assnstants, two spe-.
cnalty posmons (PE Spanlsh
mustc) and a Tite teacher
By. ellmlnatlng categornzation

" Creatlve scheduhng Some school facultles have also S
B devised alternatlve schedules to-reduce class size. fora
'.'_portlon of the day L|ttle research has been conducted
-on. the lmpact on student Iearnlng, but such changes

. ~can potentlally ach|eve some of the benefts of smaller -

I8

_.Whlle half the cIass are taught cr|t|cal subject areas
‘Suchas readmg and math the rest’ attend specnalty
" classes. such as music, art, ‘or. computer lab.in Iarger S

19

-whicki requnres that all teachers in a school — mdud-- .

' mg specnallsts —'tedich’ 15 students in-core academlc

- areas, (readlng, Ianguage arts, and math) for- three:’ _

hours a day For the rema|n|ng 2. 5 hours, sub|ects are y
‘_-'taught in regular class sizes of approx1mately 25 stu- - .

dents, and’ specialists provnde servnces and consulta-,

'tlon (See also #I4)

A

- _"Draftlng CSR Ieg|slat|on .or mmatnves |nvolves welghmg _
.'a range of cholces trade-offs and as yet. unanswered T
. -;questlons Factors such as scale: of lmplementation R
" demographlcs, resources student moblllty and enroII-
- ment growth rates vary markedly from place to place,’

locale wiill be. equally so in"ancther. Questlons to

w‘address when deS|gnmg CSR polnctes |nclude

1 /o s the necessary

e mfrastructure m place to suppg,-t CSR7 - o

’.

' fmakmg it dlfﬁcult 10 say that strategies effectlve in one ) f_ IRt

CUS Beel”



I teachers for the

number of new

B 'Teachmg W|Il there be enough quahﬂed teachers for

N the number of new classrooms created’ Are exusung
. pOlICleS on emergency or alternatave credentlalmg eon-
.5|stent with your goals’ Will there be enough speclally- .

' speclal to genieral edUcatlon from substitute to perma- '
o nent status, from. preschool to primary-grade teachlng’ o

If 50, what are the |mpl|cat|ons’ .

' Teachers have reported that a stitch to-smaller -
~ classes fil nally allowed them to do what they know
: works. But if CSR leads to the hlrmg of many- inexpe-

VVJH there be
‘wenough quahﬁedl

T rlenced or unprepared teach-
o ers, those teachers will -
i require support (eg. mentor-

effective classroom strategles

classrooms creaﬁted,? - in whlch CSR initiatives are

e

B Al et provided by ERIC

' -programs’ .

dards, new assessments, and/or strlngent accountabul- Tl

ity measures, even veteran teachers may need-more .

" knowledge and Sl(lllS. not |ust smaller classes to meet
) ‘|ncreased expectatlons -

',ln Callforma, no.-one knows whether the h|r|ng of .
e thousands of |nexper|enced and. uncredentlaled teach- L
. ers will alter:intended outcornes for CSR (see a

box, p. 9) In some urban districts, schools wn:h the

' “highest conceritrations of. limited- Engllsh profc:ent =
'students also have the largest numbers of . teachers f
o »h|red for CSR on emergency credentials. They have - .
. no speclal traimng and often, no bllmgual dides. 20 .

_Fac:lmes Will. exnstung faCIlItleS accommodate the. - -
E number of new classrooms created by the niew pol- _
icy? Is enrollment growth a factor? What ‘shifts‘may
, -occur. duie to space crunches’ Wlll they affect other o

"Callfornla schools have purchased portables when .
E _ possane but many have also usurped space from
‘other programs (see box, p. 9) reconf gured schools-
_(eg moving 6th graders to middle schools), switched
to-year-round schéduling, changed school- boundarles,"" ‘
"remodeled schools, canceled- |nter- and |ntra d|str|ct

| ing; modeling) to learn. and’ usev:

' "Moreover, in a pollcy climate -
S mvolvement and health services.

accompanled by raiséd stan- R

k transfers and/or re- opened schools prewously
" closed.2! In Nevada, rapid growth and lack of facility

funding have resilted in many large,’ team-taught class-

es22 (seé matrix and’ #15). In Utah; space problems
trained teachers — e.g..for llmlted Engllsh prof ciént
. (LEP) or speclal education students? Will the pol|cy

. create an incentive for teachef job shifts — e.g., from

- have blocked schools in crowded districes from reach- -
- ing the|r targeted reductlon levels23 (see matrlx) -

' ° S'.h'ou_IdW_CS_R be use‘d

-in_cOnjunctionWIth'other'_strdtegies?. .

‘Some research suggests that comprehensnve plannlng

can make a dlfference in the effectiveness of CSR. Ina

study in Austm Texas. for example,. achlevement and
.attendance remamed extremely low at I3 of I5 low- o

performmg schools, whnle the other’ two' showed dra- ‘

. “matic gains.:< 24 Those two comblned CSR ‘with other .
. ,.,changes such as new currlcula and teachmg methods .
“focused on individual attention, lncreased parent

ln Utah wh|ch began CSR in- l990 a study found _
smaller cIasses most effectlve in districts that focused .

- on |mprovmg achievement rather than just gettlng ‘the -

" humbers down. Successful schools combmed CSR
'.'wnth teacher development |nstruct|onal improvemient, .

‘ _. 'and productlve use of personnel and resources 25

._ln Nevada. where CSR began in l989 new leglslatton - _
,prompted by school dustrlcts allows dlstrlcts to opt. -
-elther to. expand existing prlmary-grade CSRto3rd ~
,’ grade {at a'19:| ratio) or — after. approval from the.
- state superlntendent —to use. their share of CSR
' .fundlng to |mplement comprehenswe programs such .
‘as Reading Recovery. or Success’ for All, which have
" been. shown effectlve in |mprovmg readlng and math -
: ~ach|evement in- grades l—3 ' '

El 2 Wlll CSR be
optional or mandatory7 AN

‘An optlonal CSR program ‘may, de facto leave school -
'_"and district leaders ‘with little choice. In Cal:fornla, _
. ‘two realities have made rapid |mplementat|on all but o

mandatory most districts-are loath to turn-away -

, money after decades of successive cuts, and CSR’s’
~“intense popularlty and: press coverage created enor-
= :mous pressure to ‘move fast and |mplement fully



Tennessee’s Pt"u;e.t ETAL i‘x

I 1985, an exceptionally well-desigred; scicn:iﬁcally—'con’trolled experiment calied Project STAR
(Student/Teacher Achigvement Ratic) was undertaken in Tennessee o formally test three tentative conclu-
sions that had emerged from decades of class size. research: {)If small classes are academically beneficial,
the henefits are obcamed as class size is reduced below 20 pupils; 2) Small classes are likely to be mast

reap the greotest benefts

The four—year STAR study mvolved about 7,000 students each yea. in ovér 300 classrooms on emermg
‘| kindergarten, students were assigned at random to a small class’ (l? {7 students) or regular class
(22-26). Teachers were assigned at random as-well. Both horm- and criterion- referenced tests were
admmlstered at the end of each school year, STAR’s results, combined with the wezght of other evidence,
provide us with better answers than-ever before to several key quesuons poltcymakers ask when conSIder—

ing class size reductlon initiatives.

By design, the STAR study allowed researchérs to‘show a c_a,usal relationship between class size and’
learning, controlling for'characteriszics of the students aod the school. Their analysis showed:

| pos:t:ve results for small classes year afrer year (K, I 2, and 3) in all subject areas and all school
locales (:nner clty, urban suburban rural) '

. Sirnilarfres-ults for b’o;ls and girls

I greater academtc benefts — often about twice as great — for minority studems or students
’ attendmg mner—c:ty schools ' '
| B lasting benefits through grade 7 or beyond, even though all students were returned to regular-size
classes in grade 4. - '

It is’ imf)ortcmt to note that no other interi/entions"accdmpanied the assignment of pupils to small classes.
Teachers were rcgular grade-level téachers, g:ven no special. training ezthcr during ‘the school year or at
 other times. The small classes were kept small for the entire day. Na specza curricula or materials were
used. Teachers were allowed to teach as they would normally, making any reasonable’ accommodat:ons to
their class as. they might, under usual conditions. '

" small-class mrtratwe Unfortunately, STAR did not address ‘this auesuon It is entirely pOszble that addmonal
benef’ ts would accrue if teachers were prowded with additional mdterials or assistance, lf methods vrere
devised to take max:mum advantage of tire small—c:ass setting, or if other interventions were mtroduced as
’well ‘.., an intensive prog:am in reading instruction. how ver, these add-cns are not neeaec to reap the

-academic benefits of smail classes in the srimary grades.

—~ feremy Finn

Beneficial i in the early pnmary grades; and 3} Students from ecoromlcally arsadvantaged homes are 1kery o

STAR researchers and others have béen asked -many times’ whether other. mtervenuons should accompcn,' a

NI § .
B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fo 7 ‘Bri_e.l



CERIC

A 1 7ext Provided by ERIC

':It can be argued that an approach allottmg the same -

-..opportunlty to do so.

" state K-—6 CSR fundmg ona per-pupll basns -with 20 -

" an insufficient tax base. (By d ther: tis .
. an Insuficient tax ase. ( Y design, the reserve po 'S ‘cent the prlor year) of Nevadas “reduced size” - Ist
; .shrlnklng, eventually, all fundlng w1ll be allotted per:.

pupll )

ﬂat or wealth«adjusted7

“amount of . money for every ‘student i Is regressive. For -

example, California’ s. program allots $800 of. |ncent|ve

'money for every student ina 20 | primary class. Given -
-_-_':_the state s dlversuty, thls one: size fits all policy,” com-s
“bined with publlc pressure to |mplement and lack of -
' ».ﬂexlblhty, has- ralsed the follownng equ:ty issues: 26 ‘

H}g _I Some d1str|cts already had
, 'smaller classes and therefore _
33; had llttle trouble meetlng the g

| - ted. Others — partlcularly

“urban dlstrlcts e have had to.
' :dlg deeply into thelr own cof- |
,fers to hire ehough teachers ‘

‘and create: classrooms; sificé the

allotment fell short of thelr needs. Money is then
'dlverted away from other grades or programs

B Urban dlstrlcts have had the hardest t|me recruut- -
" ing qualified teachers Nearly all of the state’s new
: emergency—credentlaled teachers are’in the urban
o schools, ‘which also, serve the- largest numbers of poor
- and I|m1ted Engllsh proﬁcnent chuldren

< E- Urban schools have had. the hardest time ﬂndlng ;
[ space for new classrooms Many are Iandlocked and
E cant sacrlfce more playground space for portables

' One upshot is: that in Callfornla, students most Ilkely '
L. to beneft from smaller classes — mlnorvty and’inner- - '

" ci chlldreri — may be those least likel tor have full e ' L
. v )' , -Actual smaller classes are qualitatively dlfferent from '

» 'Formula based fundlng can help offset |nequmes Utah L
‘v usesa formula that |n|t|ally allotted 80 percent of the * -

percent reserved for districts with. rapnd growth but

1 8 Wil the fundmg be* -

20: | cap. W|th|n the dollars allot--

. room mstructlon

14 Wl” there be a ngld cap

or :s the number Of students Per class ﬂex:ble7 c

Decnsaons here have sngnlf‘ icant’ |mpI|cat|ons for cost :
'teachlng quallty, faculltles, and other Iog|st|cal consnd- _
- erations. Optlons |nclude cappirig the numbér of stu-"_'_;._ .
: dents per teacher, specifying an average acrossa -
school or d|strLct or speclfymg dlfferlng levels. of

_reductiohs (e g.-greater reductlons in h|gh poverty

schools)

-

L Besides; 'urgi‘ng a district average to lower program _
" costs, Callfornlas Legislative Analyst advocates- allow- O

ing districts to h|re the number of teachers they

. would need to |mplement 20: I, but then also allowing-
. -ﬂex(blllty in how the district deploys those’ teachers -
_'For example teachers ‘could be aSS|gned to do one- :

on-one or. small-group tutor|ng to supplement cIass-

A

E Utah does not stlpulate a cap Dlstrlct ofﬁcnals have

dlscretlon over allocatlons to. schools and school

staffs have Ieeway in how they achleve smaller classes

For. example, at some schools half the: students

attend from 8:00-2:00, the other half.from-

10: 00—4 00. The spllt schedule allows each group a’

Ny two-hour time block in classes of 1820 for subjects
" such.as. read|ng and math. PE and soclal studies are - S
-.taught —+-in some cases team-taught —in classes

~of 40.- o R :

1 5 WI” smaII cIasses be

seIf—contamed or. team-taught7

D mére changes in the pupll-teacher ratio. (See #7.) .. .
'Nevada, where facﬂltles are. fuhded entirely. with local .. -'..- ‘
rather than state money,. state CSR pollcy allows the B
- 16:) ratio.in 15t and 2nd. grades to be achleved by

havnng two teachers iha classroom with 32 students

- In'Spring I998 some 36 percent (doWn from 40 per- -

_and 2nd grade classes contained’32 ch|Idren wnth two. -
'-teachers 27 Though a Ilmrted evaluation study showed -
) small galns over elght years of CSR , many- worry that
the team-taught classes may be l|m|t|ng success.

hl
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Attentlon t© class snze isa tlmely and approprlate
focus for. educatlon pollcy Class size reductlon has

enormous mtuntnve and polltlcal appeal bolstered by -

research that sh0ws smalIer classes are g00d for:.

learmng as well as behavror But desngnnng a successful S
" CSR pOlIC)’ |s fo snmple matter As- knowledge from ) ’
state and Iocal expenences c0nt|nues to evolve, some'_ '

lessons ¢ emergnng lnclude

e

Smce research shows that chlldren ln the prlmary_--,f ;"1 :

grades and - especnally mnnorlty “and. low-nncome

chlldren benefi t: most from’ smaller classes, it makes

s sense to direct resources: partncularly toward these

s

. chlldren For example, fundlng formulas can strlve to
offset the: difficulties; innier-city schools face'in attract- E
mg good teachers and t"ndlng claserOm space S

et T .
ﬂ A fundamental cond|t|on for the success of CSR
or any educatlonal mterventlon ls good teachmg If--
schools néed to hlre new or — especlally — unpre- ‘
pared teachers to enact a CSR pollcy, they will need
resources for beglnnnng-teacher support Research

- experlence, and a polncy cllmate of’ hlgher expecta—

t|ons suggest that novnces and veterans allke may

need support to learn strategnes that bunld on the e
- opportunltles smaller classes present : '

- CSR reqmres adequate facnlltles Polncymakers at’-
all Ievels need to attend to fac|||ty lssues or risk com-, R

promlsmg expenswe |nvestments in: Smaller classes

m CSR pollcles that allow ﬂexrbllnty in use of funds
help keep the focts on |mprovmg learnlng, not. ]ust

gettlng the numbers down. Schools given leewa.y in-

exchange for accountablllty can tanlor decisions to the-_ »
needs of their own' students School leaders can then :
use this highly popular reform asa catalyst for- engag- o

“ing each communlty in comprehensnve plannlng 0o -

|ncrease achlevement wnth smaller classes be|ng a~ S

- central means to- that end

:;

T approaches to CSR

e

by evaluation and research focused especlally on :

<)

IR A 7 Providea oy ERic

LI

ftis: essentlal that CSR |n|t|at|ves be: accompamed'

Tennessee Versus Caltfornia

RS

] Vhe prafound contrasts between Tennessee s .

Project STAR and Cahforma s expenences tllustrate

| the d:ﬁ’" iculty of lmplementmg a proven mterver'tlon

in G d:fferent settmg STAR’ s lmpress:ve findings;
greatly mﬂuenced Cal:forma leglslators dec:s:on to-
enact CSRin 1996. But STAR was un exper:ment

- involving over [ l, 000 students and conducted under :

controlléd cond:tlons Cahforma has instituted a -

statewide program lnvolvmg some-1.3 mllhon Cl’lll-

. dren and holdmg na other variables. constant Small
classes in. STAR averaged 15. Cahforma S are claser 1
" | to Tennessee’s control-group size of 22 26. Most

students in the STAR study were whlte or Afncan

American. Cahforma s.K=3 students are exceeclmgly 1o

y d:verse ' riearly one third are Aot native English-

speakers Moreover 'lennessee had no shortage of
fully—credentlaled teachers o’ classroom space for
:mplementmg STAR. And school staﬁ‘s had adequate

time to prepare, Cahforma s fi rst year of :mplemen— '

tation, for which. staﬁ’s had almost no time to- -plan,,

sl required hmng 18,400-new teachers. Halir were

mexperlenced 30 percent were uncredentlaled and '

7l percent were hired on -emergency permnts

‘meaning they had college degrees and had passed a

competency tesi, but lacked any preparat:on f'or
teachmg Flndlng 18,000 new. classfooms meant -
turnmg llbrar:es mus:c rooms, computer and sci-
_encé labs, ch:ldcare centers faculty lounges, and”
even stages in aud:tor:ums into pr:mary classrooms
cither temporarlly or permanently. lt s t00 s00N.to

tell whether or how Cahforma ] achievement out-

' -comes will dlﬁ’er from Tennessee s. Moreover, evalu-
- atlon ‘will be comphcated by such factors as the

absence of baseline’ data to measure-gains aggmst
the mmal absence of a statew:de test as a ¢ommon

yardstlck and’ the states plan to make shl{ts in the |
' statew:de test it now has Once results dre m '

there s the problem of ! mterpretatlon g:ven the ’
range of overlappmg reform efforts-in Calzforma s

unanswered questlons, eg, the outcomes of creatnve . ..:| schools. In short, as: Stanford’s Michael K”St says,

“lf you get an effect, how can you, be sure’ class size | . :

is the cause?” Conversely if you-don’t get an effect
how can you be sure what got in the way7 :

B
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Poli:cy -l_n_tent_, Elements

Allocation’

_'ll:'arget .

L

© Level of lmplemenmtlon i

Implementation. Issues .

.

- Goal: improve early fiter-

. acy by lowering K-3 class_ -
size from average of 29 to -

20

R Volunta'ry. Incentive

dollars offered for each .
pupil in K-3 ‘class of no
moreé than. 20

> 1997-8: $800 per pupil "
or appr. $1.5 billion. -
*'1996-7: $650 per pupil
"* plus '$200 million facilities, -

. or appr. $!1.1 billion total, -

e Professlonal-development -
_required, using existing -
_ funds. .

Al K—3 (appr l 3 mlllton

’ students)

- lmplement inIst, then .
-A2nd then K and/or 3rd.”

©.1997-8: 84%. - -
*'1996-7: 51%.

o Intense publlc pressure- )
to tmplement qmckly

¢ Not enough qualified

- teachers (21%0f1996-7
"new hires on emergency -

B -permnts)

" = Not enough classroom .
- space’(by 1998-99, ‘each
“small class must b self-
" contamed)
T Enrollmen_t boom.'_
© " Equity (due to regressive;
" funding, rigid 20-1 cap, rio

phase-in).

» Mandatory, phased-in '
program to lower early-

. grade size ffom average of.
.25 to 16, Began with Ist .

:grade and some at-risk K;"
" “éxpanded to Z_nd in
“1991-2.

* * Funding for. 1998-9 can- :

*-:be used t6 reduce 3rd to -

19:1 or to adopt proven .

. comprehenslve programs

. (K-3) to |mprove achleVe

ment..

° Funds teachers, Based on
estlmated enroliment. No
facilities, fundlng

. l997 9: $l475 m|llton

l989 -97: $254° mplllon.

.. Funds are appropriated )
‘to a CSR. trust fund, thus -
_kept separate from the

schaol finance formula -

.. (and allowing an accurate
" count of teachers), .-’

"+ Grades | &.'2,‘at-rislcl(,' n
. and,sofne 3. '

.

" *e.Not enough classraom

space (3§%-of reduced lst

& 2nd grade classes are

tean taught.rathier than -

: self-contalned)

. Enrollment boom
" especially in-Clark Co_unt'y

(Las Vegas), which.grevl/
by 75% from 1984-1994.

- Focqs on readlng State :

strategic plan identifies .

_ goal of lowering class size

to 10.in K; w© lS in grades
-3, ) o :

. Funds distributed by -

formula ‘80% | per student,

20% low income (on per-

" schiool-basis). Is evolving

toward 100% alfotment on -
per student basis.

- » No cap. District ﬂeX|b|l|ty

in distribution to schools; *
school flexibility to be cre-

ative. (For middte- school . -
funds, districts must submit

advanceplar_),) .

° Approxtmately $225 per
: student :
" Total allocatlon approxv-
mately $121° mllllon since -.
. 1990. (Inyrs | & 2, dis- |
‘tricts could use  up t0'25%

for-fac.llmes )

. For 1998- 9 $9 m|ll|on
" added for 7th & 8th

grades

= Initially K-4: {with half of .
. d|strtct allocation to focus -
on K—~2) expanded to I(—6

in 1996-7: R

£ e 1998.9; 7th &. a:h grades

added L

e low |ncome targe‘ted
with 20% of funding.

* Most -6 classes
now 2l—25, greatest

. reductlons in K—4

" * Not endugh classroom = .
space in non-rural areas.
. Enrollment boom (now
- leveling off)

*'Goal: Increase reading. -

“and math achiévement.

< Initial funding from "

" - contingency monies. Later

funding from supplemental.
low-wealth. state funds, -
converted teacher

assistant funds, and local" .

revenue. ’

- Approximately $1.2 .
* million dotars annually.” .

= Grades 1-3. Inigially -

piloted in I'st grade. at four
elementary schools..
Expanslon was. contlngent

" .upon evaluation’ results.
-After pllot year, program’
. was eéxpanded to |st grade-

in all 14 elementary -
schdols, then to 2nd and

“3rd as space allowed.

.. Classvsize of IS in l_st,
= 2nd, and 3rd grades inall -
14 elementary schools. .*

Coe lnitial:board strife over

financing CSR.
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i WestEd, LSS end SERVE are I)art ofa - '_ joan McRobbie is Callforma L|a|son at WestEd where she analyzes
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